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Using a 5-year longitudinal study, we investigated the long-term effects of courses
with ethnic studies content and courses with Latino or Black professors on university
students’ intergroup attitudes. We found that these curricular variables significantly
affected the intergroup attitudes of students beyond pre-existing differences in atti-
tudes and beyond other curriculum variables. As expected, we found differences
between ethnic groups: White students showed movement toward other groups as a
result of these curricular factors, whereas Latino and African American students
showed both increased tolerance toward other groups and movement toward the
in-group. The results are discussed in terms of group status differences between the
dominant White majority and the stigmatized Latino and Black minority groups.
In an effort to diversify their faculties, student bodies, and course cur-
ricula, colleges and universities have developed various race-conscious
student admissions and faculty hiring policies, as well as a range of programs
and classes addressing diversity issues. A 2000 report issued by the Associa-
tion of American Colleges and Universities (AACU) found that 54% of
accredited universities and colleges in the United States had diversity require-
ments in place, and another 8% were in the process of developing require-
ments. Most of these colleges and universities require one or two diversity
courses (AACU, 2000). Of 196 colleges and universities surveyed by Levine
and Cureton (1992), 34% had a multicultural general education requirement,
33% offered course work in ethnic and women’s studies, and 54% had intro-
duced multicultural material into their departmental course offerings (see
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also McCauley, Wright, & Harris, 2000; National Association of Scholars,
1996). At the same time, colleges and universities have attempted to diversify
their faculties by working to increase the number of minority professors.
There has been much discussion about diversity curricula, with supporters
claiming that such curricula lead to increased understanding and cooperation
between ethnic groups, and opponents claiming that diversity programs
increase division and stereotyping on campus and in society at large (Butler
& Schmitz, 1992; D’Souza, 1991; Humphreys, 1998, 1999; Hurtado, Milem,
Clayton-Pedersen, & Allen, 1999; Kiang et al., 1997; La Belle & Ward, 1996;
Milem, 1992, 2001; Smith et al., 1997; Springer, Palmer, Terenzini, Pas-
carella, & Nora, 1996). Using a 5-year longitudinal dataset collected at the
University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA), the current study investi-
gates the effects of having classes with ethnic studies content and classes with
Latino or Black professors on students’ intergroup attitudes, controlling
for pre-existing differences in intergroup attitudes. At UCLA, as at many
colleges and universities (Chang, 2002; La Belle & Ward, 1996), classes
with ethnic studies content are optional: They can be taken to fulfill part
of the General Education Requirement, but need not be.
Our purpose is to examine the effects of classes with ethnic studies content
and the effects of classes with Black or Latino professors over time on
students’ long-term intergroup attitudes, and to investigate whether these
effects differ for students of different ethnic groups. As classes with ethnic
studies content and classes with Black or Latino professors (ethnic-related
curricula from here forward) are also likely to occur in certain majors, and
ethnic studies classes are more likely to be taught by ethnic minority profes-
sors than are other classes, we also control for type of major and ethnicity
and gender of the professor when examining the effects of these classes.
Differential Effects of Ethnic-Related Curricula for Majority and
Minority Students
While we expect ethnic-related curricula to have positive effects in moving
members of all ethnic groups toward other groups in their attitudes, increas-
ing their general tolerance toward out-groups, we also expect a more
in-group-oriented response among ethnic minority students. There are
various reasons to expect that ethnic-related curricula may have different
effects for members of high-status majority groups and low-status minority
groups. First, ethnic-related curricula may differentially affect group identi-
fications among minority and majority groups. Specifically, as they are
focused on developing knowledge, understanding, and empathy for the
experiences of low-status minority groups, ethnic-related curricula are likely
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to increase the out-group identification of majority members with minority
groups, while these classes are not as likely to increase the identification of
ethnic minority students with majority group members. Also, because ethnic
studies courses tend to put a relatively strong focus on the generally neglected
experiences of ethnic minorities, these courses can be expected to increase
positive in-group identification among ethnic minority students, while having
few effects or even reducing in-group identification among majorities.
Whereas ethnic-related curricula may lead majority White students to feel
that all ethnic groups are part of one larger group, minority students exposed
to these curricula may be less likely to perceive themselves cognitively or
affectively as part of a larger common in-group with the White majority
because the curricula are likely to remind low-status minority students of
their stigmatized status in society (Dovidio, Gaertner, & Kafati, 2000;
Gaertner, Dovidio, Anastasio, Bachman, & Rust, 1993; Gaertner, Dovidio,
& Bachman, 1996; Hornsey & Hogg, 2000; Tropp, 2006a).
Responses of majority and minority group members to ethnic-related
curricula may also differ, as these groups have different perceptions of the
current relations between groups (Devine, Evett, & Vasquez-Suson, 1996;
Eibach & Ehrlinger, 2006; Eibach & Keegan, 2006; Hall et al., 1997; Sigel-
man & Welch, 1991). Classes with ethnic studies content might reassure
White students that adequate attention is being given to low-status minority
groups, and that both Whites and minority group members can work
together in moving toward equality. Minority students, however, tend to
have a more negative view of current intergroup relations, and this view may
not be altered and, in fact, may be reinforced by ethnic-related curricula.
Low-status minority group members are less likely than majority students to
view the status of minority and majority students as equal; to perceive coop-
eration and support for diversity; to feel that minority and majority ethnic
groups have a common purpose; and to feel that their cultural identity is
valued (Jones, Lynch, Tenglund, & Gaertner, 2000; Tropp, 2006b). Ethnic-
related curricula, with their focus on existing inequalities, may further
increase this divide. Low-status minority group members are also likely to
feel more deprived than members of majority groups, and any increase in
in-group orientation that results from ethnic-related curricula is likely to
increase further the salience of this relative deprivation (Tropp & Wright,
1999).
Lastly, recent theorizing and research has suggested that low-status
minority group and high-status majority group members have different con-
cerns in their relations with the out-group. This is likely to affect their
responses to ethnic-related curricula. The long-term experience of stigmati-
zation is likely to lead members of low-status groups to be extra vigilant in
their dealings with majority group members (Devine et al., 1996; Esses &
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Dovidio, 2002; Mendoza-Denton, Downey, Purdie, Davis, & Pietrzak, 2002;
Stephan & Stephan, 1985; Tropp, 2006a). Whereas members of the majority
group may be most concerned about appearing to be nonprejudiced, minori-
ties may be most concerned about negative interactions with those who are
prejudiced, and about avoiding the misplacement of trust.
Uncertainty about both positive and negative intentions of out-group
members can lead minority group members to experience attributional
ambiguity (Crocker & Major, 1989; Crocker, Voelkl, Testa, & Major, 1991;
Major & Crocker, 1993), to be mindful (Frable, Blackstone, & Scherbaum,
1990), to be conscious of their stigmatized status (Pinel, 1999, 2002), to be
subject to stereotype threat (Steele, 1997; Steele & Aronson, 1995), to be
sensitive to rejection (Mendoza-Denton et al., 2002), and to mistrust the
out-group (Kramer & Wei, 1999; Phelps, Taylor, & Gerard, 2001; Poskocil,
1977; Terrell & Terrell, 1981; Thompson, Neville, Weathers, Poston, &
Atkinson, 1990). Whereas courses with ethnic studies content and classes
with Latino or Black professors may convince members of the White
majority that they are nonprejudiced, such courses may be less likely to
convince ethnic minority students that it is time to leave the safety of the
in-group.
Research on role models in social psychology can also help us to under-
stand the impact that minority faculty in particular may have on intergroup
attitudes. This research suggests that individuals will assimilate to the atti-
tudes and values of a role model of their own group to the degree that he
or she is perceived as relevant or similar (Lockwood & Kunda, 1997, 2000).
Also, minority faculty may have particularly strong effects for students of
ethnic minority groups who share their position in society, as they are likely
to be seen as high-status experts by minority students (Carli, 1999; French
& Raven, 1959; Raven, 1992) and as such are likely to have a strong effect
on intergroup attitudes. In addition, minority students may feel more con-
nected to faculty of color than to White faculty and may be more likely to
trust their opinions (Brown & Dobbins, 2004; Davis, 1991; Loo & Rolison,
1986; Marx & Roman, 2002; Nettles, 1991). As such, minority students
may be particularly likely to take on the views of professors of their own
ethnic groups.
In the current study, we examine the reactions of majority and minority
students to courses with ethnic studies content and courses with Latino or
Black professors. For White students, we expect the effects of these courses to
be generally positive: These experiences should increase identification with
minority groups, lower identification with the majority White group, reassure
White students that inequality is being addressed, and increase a sense of
common purpose and identification with a common in-group. In contrast, we
expect more mixed effects for Black and Latino students. For minority
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students, exposure to classes with ethnic studies content and exposure to
classes with Black or Latino professors should not only increase tolerance
toward out-groups, but this exposure should also function to focus attention
on their own in-groups, both as a source of comfort and as a vehicle for social
mobilization, collective action, and thus actual change in the status of their
group.
Therefore, while both majority and minority groups should respond to
classes with ethnic studies content and to classes with Black or Latino pro-
fessors by being generally more positive and tolerant in their intergroup
attitudes, we also expect minority group members to show more in-group-
oriented responses with respect to variables such as in-group bias, the ratio of
in-group to out-group friends, ethnic identification, and interest in collective
action. Such a distinction between responses of majority and minority indi-
viduals to the same experiences has also been found in work on contact
theory (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2000; Tropp, 2006b; also see Levin, Van Laar, &
Sidanius, 2003; Tropp, 2003). There, too, the results suggest that the differ-
ential position of majority and minority individuals in American society leads
minority students to show a more mixed response to attempts to increase
positive relations between groups.
In addition to exploring the impact of ethnic-related curricula and Black
and Latino instructors on high-status majority White students and on low-
status minority Latino and Black students, we also examine the effects of
ethnic-related curricula on Asian American students. Asian American stu-
dents are in an interesting position. As a numerical minority in American
society, they are in an intermediate-status position between the high-status
White majority and low-status Latino and Black minorities. They are also in
the numerical majority on the campuses of many elite public universities
(including UCLA), are generally academically successful, and are often seen
as a model minority in American society (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; Wong,
Lai, Nagasawa, & Lin, 1998). As these students fall in between the dominant
White group and the subordinate minority groups (i.e., Blacks and Latinos),
they may show generally positive effects of ethnic-related curricula on inter-
group attitudes like White students, but also show an in-group-oriented
response similar to other ethnic minority groups. Asian American students
are also an interesting group to examine, as Asian American students may
experience more intergroup anxiety (Stephan & Stephan, 1989). There is also
evidence that Asian American students have, on average, more negative
intergroup attitudes than do students from the other ethnic groups (Van
Laar, Levin, Sinclair, & Sidanius, 2005). As there is more room for positive
change, Asian American students may show a greater shift in intergroup
attitudes in response to ethnic-related curricula than members of other
groups.
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Existing Research Regarding Effects of Ethnic-Related Curricula for
Majority and Minority Students
There has been considerable research examining various effects of educa-
tional diversity (structural, interaction, classroom diversity) on a wide range
of outcomes. In general, these studies support the positive effects of diversity
on a host of outcome variables, including overall college satisfaction, self-
confidence, critical thinking ability, learning, and democracy outcomes, such
as citizen engagement and perception of the compatibility of differences
(Chang, 1996; Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, & Gurin, 2002; Hurtado, Dey, Gurin, &
Gurin, 2003; Milem, 2003).
There are only a few studies that have looked at the effects of diversity on
intergroup attitudes, and fewer still that have looked specifically at the role of
ethnic-related curricula in such changes (for an overview, see Chang, 2002).
The few existing studies that have examined the effects of ethnic-related
curricula on intergroup attitudes have numerous methodological problems
that make it difficult to assess the effects of curricular factors. For example,
researchers examining the effects of classes with ethnic studies content on
attitudes have largely focused on short-term attitudes and have asked stu-
dents to express their attitudes in the context of a particular course or
program, leading to difficulty unraveling actual changes in attitudes from
priming, demand characteristics, and social desirability effects (for a discus-
sion of methodological problems in studies of multicultural educational
interventions, see Banks, 1995; Stephan, 1999).
When longitudinal analyses of the effects of ethnic studies courses have
been conducted, classes with ethnic studies content generally have been found
to have positive effects on intergroup attitudes. For example, in his large
longitudinal study of 25,000 undergraduate students at various institutions
across the United States, Astin (1993) found that students attending a racial
or cultural awareness workshop became more committed to increasing racial
understanding, were less likely to believe that racial discrimination is no
longer a problem, and reported more growth in cultural awareness. These
students also showed decreased belief that an individual can do little to
change society, and were more likely to participate in campus demonstra-
tions. A 4-year longitudinal study by Milem (1994) among 13,500 students at
159 institutions showed that attending a racial awareness workshop or ethnic
studies course led students to place a higher relative value on the goal of
helping to promote racial understanding. Also, Milem found these positive
effects, regardless of whether students were required to enroll or enrolled
voluntarily in the workshop or course.
Similar results were found by Hurtado (2001) in her analysis of data
from a student survey from the large Cooperative Institutional Research
1606 VAN LAAR ET AL.
Program (CIRP). While Hurtado reported positive relationships between
enrolling in ethnic studies courses and various forms of ethnic tolerance,
the study did not include controls for incoming attitudes; thus, the results
are only suggestive. A smaller study by Gurin, Nagda, and Lopez (2004;
Study 1) of an extensive intergroup relations course at the University of
Michigan that included lectures, readings, papers, and participation in
intergroup dialogues found that 4 years later, the 87 students who partici-
pated in the course reported that they were significantly better at perspec-
tive taking, felt a significantly stronger sense of value commonality with
groups other than their own, and were significantly more interested in
groups other than their own, controlling for their incoming attitudes. Other
studies of the impact of intergroup relations courses showed similar effects
on students’ tendency to consider the social structural aspects of inequality
(e.g., Lopez, Gurin, & Nagda, 1998; Nagda, Gurin, & Lopez, 2003).
However, none of these papers examined differences between ethnic groups
in these intergroup attitudes.
We found four studies that examine the responses of different ethnic
groups to curricular factors. In three of these four cases, the results were
congruent with the current hypotheses: The responses of White students
tended to be more positive than those of the ethnic minority groups. In none
of the four cases, however, did the authors have theoretical reasons to expect
these differences, nor did they interpret the differences as such. In one
study—in which data from the first year of the National Study on Student
Learning were analyzed—Pascarella and colleagues (Pascarella, Edison,
Nora, Hagedorn, & Terenzini, 1996) showed that it is White first-year
students in particular who become significantly more open to diversity
after participating in a racial or cultural awareness workshop.
A second study by Gurin et al. (2004, Study 2) examined the effects at
senior year of exposure to information and activities devoted to understand-
ing other racial or ethnic groups during previous college years, controlling for
the outcome variables at college entry and examining the results separately
for different ethnic groups. Consistent with the hypotheses presented here,
they found that only White students reported significant increases in perspec-
tive taking, and White students reported a significantly stronger sense of
commonality with minority students than vice versa. Also, consistent with
our hypotheses, the results showed that minority students were especially
likely to participate in activities with their own ethnic group following such
courses.
More support for the hypotheses presented here comes from a study by
Lopez (2004), who examined the effects of ethnic-related curricula over a
1-year period and found that, controlling for earlier attitudes, only White
students significantly increased their awareness of structural inequality and
ETHNIC-RELATED CURRICULA AND INTERGROUP ATTITUDES 1607
significantly increased their support for policies addressing educational
inequality. The exception to this pattern of more positive results for White
students is found in another study by Gurin and colleagues (Gurin, Peng,
Lopez, & Nagda, 1999) of a long-term university diversity program for both
minority and majority group members (Intergroup Relations, Conflict, and
Community program at the University of Michigan). This study found
equally positive results for both White and minority students. This program
was much more extensive though than typical ethnic-related curricula in that
it included actual long-term interaction between the groups and training of
conflict-management skills.
Studies regarding the effects of the ethnicity of faculty members on the
intergroup attitudes of students of different ethnic groups are more difficult
to find. Existing research on the impact of minority faculty has concentrated
mostly on the teaching approaches used (for an overview, see Milem, 2003).
In general, this research suggests that members of underrepresented
groups—such as women and minorities—may use more student-centered
approaches and may be more likely to include ethnic or gender issues in the
curriculum. Studies focusing on the effects of faculty more generally have
tended to focus on the normative environment offered by faculty. They
show that student attitudes tend to change in the direction of the environ-
ment offered by faculty (Dey, 1996; Milem, 1992, 1998; see also Feldman &
Newcomb, 1969).
Research by Rudman and colleagues (Rudman, Ashmore, & Gary, 2001)
has suggested that minority faculty may have their effects by increasing
students’ awareness of prejudice, increasing their motivation to address their
own biases, and both lowering their sense of threat and increasing their
positive intergroup affect. However, the positive effects of minority profes-
sors on White students’ intergroup attitudes may occur only to the degree to
which the professor addresses ethnic issues (Rudman et al., 2001). The exist-
ing research does not, however, address the questions of interest in the
present paper: potential differences between ethnic groups in their responses
to ethnic-related curricula.
In summary, then, we will explore the following questions among White,
Asian American, Latino, and African American students, as well as students
of other ethnicities:
1. How likely are students of the different ethnic groups to be exposed
to courses with ethnic studies content and courses with Latino or
Black professors?
2. What intergroup attitudes predict whether students take courses
with ethnic studies content and courses with Latino or Black
professors?
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3. What are the effects of taking courses with ethnic studies content
and courses with Latino or Black professors on intergroup attitudes
for students from different ethnic groups, after controlling for pre-
existing attitudes and other curricular variables?
Specifically, do White students move toward other ethnic groups, while
low-status minority students show a more mixed response with more move-
ment toward the in-group?
Method
Participants
Data for this longitudinal study were collected among students who were
beginning their first year of university at UCLA in 1996. The incoming
first-year class was composed of 3,877 students. Of these students, 32% were
White, 36% were Asian American, 18% were Latino, 6% were African Ameri-
can, and 8% were of another ethnicity or did not report their ethnicity. Data
were collected during five different time periods between 1996 and 2000: the
summer before university entry (1996), and during the spring quarter in each
subsequent university year (1997–2000).3
The first wave of data was collected through the mass administration of
a survey at the beginning of the summer orientation program. All 3,672
students who attended summer orientation were eligible to participate in
the study, except for the 923 summer orientation attendees who were under
18 years of age and did not have written consent from their parents. There-
fore, the sampling frame consisted of 2,749 students, of whom 2,157 actu-
ally participated in the first wave of the study, yielding a response rate
of 78%.
The four subsequent waves of data were collected during the spring
quarter of every year through students’ senior year in college (Spring 2000).
During the spring quarter of students’ first through fourth years of college,
students completed a structured survey by telephone, which averaged 20 min
in length and was conducted using the Computer-Assisted Telephone Inter-
view (CATI) system run by the Institute for Social Science Research at
UCLA. Response rates at each wave were as follows: end of first year = 82%;
end of second year = 82%; end of third year = 66%; and end of fourth
3A sixth wave of data was also collected at the end of the fifth year for students who had not
graduated by the end of their fourth year, but that wave is not analyzed here.
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year = 59%.4 The final dataset contains 2,617 participants (1,474 female,
1,138 male, 5 students of unknown gender), 764 of whom (29.2%) were
White, 758 (29.0%) who were Asian American, 466 (17.8%) who were Latino,
144 (5.5%) who were African American, 238 (9.1%) who were biracial, 49
(1.9%) who were Middle Eastern, and 198 students (7.6%) of other or
unknown ethnicities (ethnicity was self-reported by participants).
Measures
We examined the effects of courses with ethnic studies content and the
effects of courses with Black or Latino professors for the different ethnic
groups during the first through third years of university on fourth-year
intergroup attitudes. As we are interested in changes in these attitudes, we
controlled for students’ original intergroup attitude at university entry.5
Predictor Variables
As the predictor variables were assessed on different scales, each of them
was linearly transformed to a scale running from 0 to 1, with higher numbers
indicating greater levels of the constructs. This allowed for more direct
comparisons of the size of the effects of the predictor variables for the
different ethnic groups.
Classes with ethnic studies content. The ethnic studies scale consists of
three questions that students were asked in their first, second, and third years
(for a similar procedure, see Astin, 1993; Gurin et al., 2002): (a) “How many
4Our sampling frame at the end of the freshman year consisted of all students who returned
the summer survey, except for 179 White and Asian American students with incomplete data or
missing contact information. Because of the lower number of Latinos and African Americans
who attended summer orientation (N = 323; whereas 97% of White students participated in the
orientation for all students, only 31% of Black students and 42% of Latino students attended the
orientation), we kept all Black and Latino students who participated in the summer wave of data
collection in our sampling frame for Wave 2 (i.e., end of first year) and obtained contact
information for 471 additional Latino and Black first-year students who had not participated in
the summer wave and added them to our sampling frame. Latino and Black students present in
the sample at summer orientation differed significantly from those added at the end of the
freshman year on a number of demographic variables. For example, there were significantly
more males among the Latino and Black students added at the end of the freshman year than
among those who participated in the pre-college wave of data collection. However, this sampling
bias did not influence our results because we did not exclude the nonparticipants in the pre-
college wave from our longitudinal analyses. Rather, our sampling frames at the end of the
sophomore through senior years consisted of all students who completed the interview at the end
of freshman year (in addition to 51 Black and biracial students from the same entering class as
the original sample who were added at the end of junior year).
5Degrees of freedom differ across analyses as a result of missing data on individual items.
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ethnic studies courses have you taken this year at UCLA?”; (b) “To what
extent have you learned about ethnic minority groups in your classes at
UCLA?”; and (c) “To what extent has the curriculum in your classes at
UCLA allowed you to learn about many different cultures?” The latter two
questions were rated on 7-point Likert-type scales ranging from 1 (not at all)
to 7 (very much). Students’ responses on each item were summed over the
first, second, and third years of university, allowing for missing values6 (first
through third year, a = .83).
Latino professors. Participants were asked how many Latino professors
they had each year. Responses were transformed to a 0–1 scale and then were
summed over the first, second, and third years of university, allowing for
missing values.
African American professors. Participants were asked how many African
American professors they had each year. Responses were transformed to a
0–1 scale and then were summed over the first, second, and third years of
university, allowing for missing values.
Other curricular controls. As classes with ethnic studies content and
classes with Black or Latino professors are likely to occur in certain majors,
and classes with ethnic studies content may be more likely to be taught by
female and Asian professors than are other classes, we included three cur-
ricular variables as controls in the analyses. Those variables are number of
female professors, number of Asian professors, and major in which the
student was enrolled.
The number of female professors and number of Asian professors were
calculated in the same way as were the numbers of Latino and African
American professors. In controlling for students’ major areas of study, we
made a distinction between majors oriented toward low-status groups (e.g.,
anthropology, sociology) and majors oriented toward higher status groups
(e.g., business administration, economics). To do this, we used the distinction
between hierarchy-enhancing versus hierarchy-attenuating majors from
social dominance theory (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). The validity and reliabil-
ity of this distinction between majors oriented toward high- and low-status
groups has been confirmed in substantial research and has been found to
have important relevance to ethnic and racial attitudes (Sidanius, Pratto,
Sinclair, & Van Laar, 1996; Sidanius, Van Laar, Levin & Sinclair, 2003; Van
Laar, Sidanius, Rabinowitz, & Sinclair, 1999).7
6When participants had missing values for any single year on one of the independent
variables, their scores on the remaining years were used to generate a mean across the first,
second, and third years of university.
7Following the classification scheme laid out by Van Laar et al. (1999), we defined any major
that implied help toward, and sympathy with, people in low-status social groups (e.g., ethnic
minorities, the poor, women, the chronically disabled) as a hierarchy-attenuating major; and any
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The major in which the student was enrolled was assessed in the first,
second, and third years (1 = hierarchy-attenuating major, 2 = intermediate
major, 3 = hierarchy-enhancing major). We also checked the reliability of
these classifications of majors by having two independent judges familiar
with the distinction classify the list of majors. We found a reasonably high
interrater reliability in these classifications (intraclass correlation coefficient
r = .85). Values were summed across the 3 years to generate a total major
score.
Dependent Variables
All eight dependent measures were assessed both at university entry and
in the fourth year. Unless otherwise indicated, a 7-point scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) was used.
Symbolic racism. We used four items to measure symbolic racism (Henry
& Sears, 2002; Sears, 1988). Specifically, participants were asked to rate the
degree to which they agree or disagree with the following statements: “Blacks
are getting too demanding in their push for equal rights”; “Over the past few
years, Blacks have gotten less economically than they deserve” (reverse-
coded); “The Irish, Italians, Jews, and many other minorities overcame preju-
dice and worked their way up. Blacks should do the same without special
favors”; and “Blacks get less attention from the government than they
deserve” (reverse-coded). Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities were .73 and .64 for
fourth year and pre-university, respectively.
Social dominance orientation. We used four items to measure social domi-
nance orientation (SDO; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Participants were asked to
rate the degree to which they agree or disagree with the following statements:
“It’s probably a good thing that certain groups are at the top and other
groups are at the bottom”; “Inferior groups should stay in their place”; “We
should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups” (reverse-
coded); and “We should increase social equality” (reverse-coded). Cron-
bach’s alpha reliabilities were .74 and .77 for fourth year and pre-university,
respectively.
major that implied help toward, or sympathy with, the socially powerful (e.g., the wealthy,
business executives) as a hierarchy-enhancing major. All of those students who had college majors
that could not be clearly classified as either hierarchy-attenuating or hierarchy-enhancing were
classified as having intermediate majors. The majority of students falling into the hierarchy-
attenuating category had majors that include special education; social work; African studies;
Asian studies; Jewish studies; Latin American and Near Eastern studies; women’s studies;
African languages; anthropology; sociology; ethnomusicology; and public health. Hierarchy-
enhancing majors include business management; business administration; accounting; business
economics; economics; marketing; and pre-economics and business.
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In-group bias. In-group bias was measured using four items. The stem
question reads “How positively or negatively do you feel towards the follow-
ing groups?” and the individual items were Caucasians/Whites, Latinos/
Hispanics, Asians/Asian Americans, and African Americans/Blacks. Items
were rated on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (very negatively) to 7 (very
positively). In each year, in-group bias was computed as the item measuring
in-group affect minus the average of the three items measuring out-group
affect.
In-group/out-group friend ratio. The in-group and out-group friendship
variables were measured by four items asking students about the ethnicity of
the individuals with whom they had become friends in college. The stem
question reads “At UCLA, how many of your closest friends are . . . ?” and
the individual items are Asian American, African American, Latino, and
Caucasian. Items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (none) to 3
(many) to 5 (all). (The pre-university measure asked about friends in high
school, rather than at UCLA.) The final measure was the ratio of the
in-group friends item to the composite of the out-group friends items in each
year.
Ethnic identification. Ethnic identification was made up of three items.
Specifically, participants were asked to rate how important ethnicity is to
their identities on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all important) to 7
(very important). In addition, participants rated how often they think of
themselves in terms of their ethnic identities on a 7-point scale ranging from
1 (not at all often) to 7 (very often). Finally, participants rated how close they
feel to other members of their ethnic groups on a 7-point scale ranging from
1 (not at all close) to 7 (very close). Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities were .85 and
.84 for fourth year and pre-university, respectively.
Collective versus individual action. The measure of individual versus col-
lective action consisted of a question asking participants what they feel is the
best way to get ahead: by improving their personal status, or by improving
the status of their ethnic groups. The item was rated on a 7-point scale
ranging from 1 (improve my personal status) to 7 (improve the status of my
ethnic group) (Boen & Vanbeselaere, 1998, 2001; Ellemers, Wilke, & Van
Knippenberg, 1993; Moghaddam & Perreault, 1992; Taylor & McKirnan,
1984; Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990).
System legitimacy. The legitimacy of the status differences between ethnic
groups (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) was measured using a single item. The item is
“Differences in status between ethnic groups are fair.”
System permeability. The permeability of the ethnic status hierarchy
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986) was measured using the average of two items. Par-
ticipants rated their responses to the following items: “America is an open
society where individuals of any ethnicity can achieve higher personal
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status,” and “Personal advancement in American society is possible for
individuals of all ethnic groups.” Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities were .85 and
.80 for fourth year and pre-university, respectively.
Results
Prevalence and Predictors of Exposure to Ethnic-Related Curricula
Before examining the effects of courses with ethnic studies content and the
effects of courses with Black or Latino professors, we first assessed the degree
to which students from different ethnic groups were exposed to these classes,
and to what degree students’ prior attitudes can predict who took courses
with ethnic studies content and courses with Black or Latino professors. As
Table 1 shows, Latino students took more courses with ethnic studies content
than did other students, and Asian American students took significantly
fewer such courses. Black and White students fell in between these groups.
The smaller numbers of biracial and Middle Eastern students and students
with other ethnicities did not differ from the other groups. Latino students
took more courses with Latino professors than did other students, and Black
students took more courses with African American professors than did other
students.
As expected, the correlations in Table 2 show that taking courses with
ethnic studies content and having Black or Latino professors between first
and third year was related to students’ attitudes before university entry.
Those who were higher in symbolic racism and SDO took fewer courses with
ethnic studies content and had fewer Latino and Black professors during the
first year through the third year. Those higher in ethnic identification and
more interested in collective rather than individual action on behalf of their
ethnic groups were more likely to take courses with ethnic studies content
and more likely to have Latino (but not Black) professors. In contrast, those
with stronger in-group bias and those who perceived the hierarchy as more
legitimate were less likely to take courses with ethnic studies content and less
likely to have Latino (but not Black) professors. Lastly, those with lower
perceptions of the permeability of the social system and those with fewer
in-group than out-group friends were more likely to have African American
(marginally) and Latino professors, respectively.
The results also show that male students were less likely to take ethnic
studies courses than were female students, but were not less likely to have
Latino or Black professors. It is clearly important to control for differences
in these incoming attitudes when examining the effects of courses with ethnic
studies content and courses with Latino or Black professors on subsequent
attitudes.
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Effects of Ethnic-Related Curricula on Intergroup Attitudes
We next explored the changes in students’ intergroup attitudes as a result
of being exposed to courses with ethnic studies content and courses with
Latino or Black professors. Here, we focus on students in general, without
differentiating by ethnic group. In the later analyses, we will examine if the
results for students from specific ethnic groups deviate from this overall
pattern for students as a whole.
In order to examine the effects of ethnic-related curricula for the sample
as a whole, we conducted hierarchical regression analyses for each of the
dependent variables (intergroup attitudes). We controlled for the students’
attitudes prior to university entry (i.e., Wave 1), for the other curriculum
variables (i.e., students’ major, Asian professors, and female professors), and
also entered controls for gender and ethnicity.8 We then entered the extent to
8Analyses by gender were not of interest and show no pattern of relevance to the issues in this
paper. Thus, they are not reported here, but are available from the authors upon request. We
also examined whether political conservatism prior to college entry predicted exposure to ethnic-
related curricula during the first through third years, and whether the effects of ethnic-related
Table 2
Correlations Between Pre-University Intergroup Attitudes and Participation











Symbolic racism -.11*** -.09*** -.08**
Social dominance orientation -.14*** -.09*** -.09***
In-group bias -.08** -.08** -.01
In-group/out-group friend ratio -.03 -.06* -.03
Ethnic identification .09* .06* -.01
Collective action .08** .10*** .02
System legitimacy -.11*** -.06* -.04
System permeability -.02 -.02 -.05†
Gender (male) -.14*** -.03 -.03
†p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed.
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which students took courses with ethnic studies content and the extent to
which students had Latino and Black professors between the first and third
years, examining the effects on attitudes in the fourth year. By doing so, we
statistically remove much of the variance and examine the impact of ethnic-
related curricula on the remaining variance. The results are presented in
Table 3.
Coefficients for the control variables (not shown in a table) reveal that
individual differences in intergroup attitudes were quite stable, with students’
pre-university attitudes being major predictors of the same attitudes for
students in the fourth year. However, as shown in Table 3, courses with
ethnic studies content also changed some of these attitudes in important
ways, explaining significant additional variance beyond that explained by
pre-university attitudes and other curriculum variables. Controlling for
initial attitudes and other curriculum variables, students who took more
classes with ethnic studies content developed more positive attitudes toward
out-groups: lowering their symbolic racism (b = -.11, p = .001), and margin-
ally lowering their SDO (b = -.06, p = .08).
There was also some noticeable movement toward the in-group as a result
of courses with ethnic studies content for students in general. Specifically,
students who took more ethnic studies classes became more highly identified
with their ethnic group (b = .11, p < .001) and marginally more interested in
taking collective, as opposed to individual action on behalf of their ethnic
groups (b = .06, p = .07). Also, analyses of the social structural variables
show that as a result of courses with ethnic studies content, students per-
ceived the status differences between ethnic groups as less permeable
(b = -.09, p = .005). Table 3 shows that having Black professors also had
some in-group-oriented effects, with students with more Black professors
becoming more interested in collective rather than individual action (b = .08,
curricula were stronger for conservative or for liberal students. As these effects were minimal,
they are discussed only in this footnote. Analyses show that students who were more conserva-
tive prior to college entry were significantly less likely to take courses with ethnic studies content,
and less likely to have Latino and Black professors than were liberal students. One might have
expected either stronger effects for liberal students, who are more open to multicultural mes-
sages; or for conservative students, who have the most potential for change. We found differ-
ences in the effects for conservative and liberal students on three dependent variables, all as a
result of the number of ethnic studies classes that students took. Specifically, Latino, Black, or
Asian (but not White) liberal students had more in-group relative to out-group friends, as they
took more classes with ethnic studies content, while conservative students of these groups
showed no change. Also, whereas liberal students actually showed a reduction in perceptions of
permeability as they took more classes with ethnic studies content, conservative students showed
no change. The only variable on which conservative students showed more change than liberal
students was on perceptions of legitimacy: Conservative students showed a reduction in their
perceptions of the legitimacy of the status structure as they took more classes with ethnic studies
content, while liberal students did not change.



















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































1618 VAN LAAR ET AL.
p = .01). Table 3 shows that having Latino professors had no effect on stu-
dents in general.
We expected, though, that these findings for students in general would be
qualified when we examined more specific effects for majority and minority
groups. We expected White students in general to show movement away from
the in-group as a result of ethnic-related curricula; but Latino and Black
students to show more mixed effects, with more movement toward the
in-group. Such differences by ethnic group are examined next.
Ethnic Group Differences in Effects of Ethnic-Related Curricula
We explored whether the effects for students in general held for each of
the ethnic groups by exploring interactions between ethnicity on the one hand
and number of courses with ethnic studies content and number of Latino and
Black professors on the other hand in predicting fourth-year intergroup
attitudes. We expected that while White students would show generally posi-
tive effects of ethnic-related curricula on intergroup attitudes, generally
showing movement toward other groups and away from the in-group; minor-
ity students would have a more mixed response, showing more movement
toward the in-group on the in-group-oriented variables.
We restricted the sample to the four largest ethnic groups: White, Asian
American, Latino, and African American students. As before, in each analy-
sis, we controlled for the pre-university intergroup attitude, the other cur-
riculum variables, and gender. Last, in a separate block, we entered the
interaction of ethnicity by the extent to which students took courses with
ethnic studies content or the number of Latino or Black professors students
had during their first through third years. We then conducted separate
simple-slope analyses by ethnic group to compute the relationship between
the extent to which students took ethnic studies courses or Latino and Black
professors and the dependent variable, reporting the unstandardized regres-
sion coefficients to allow comparisons across ethnic groups. Table 4 shows
these unstandardized regression coefficients for each ethnic group. We report
whether the slope for a particular group differs significantly from 0, as
indicated by a (marginally) significant p value. If a slope is significant for a
particular group, we then compare it to the slope for the other three groups
combined, and report any differences, as indicated by a (marginally) signifi-
cant interaction between ethnicity and the curriculum variable.
As almost half of the Black subsample was added at the end of first year,
we have very low power for Black participants when we control for pre-
university attitudes (some of these analyses have fewer than 30 cases). There-
fore, we checked these results against additional analyses for the Black





































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































1620 VAN LAAR ET AL.
subsample in which we examined the effects of second- through third-year
curriculum variables controlling for end of first year rather than pre-
university attitudes (thereby raising the sample to 59 to 60 cases). We only
discuss the simple slopes for Black students when the similarity of results
across these two analyses led us to have faith in the reliability of the results.
The first- to third-year curriculum coefficients that were different from the
second- to third-year coefficients—and, therefore, unreliable—are presented
in parentheses in Table 4.
Effects of Ethnic-Related Curricula for White Students
We expected White students to move away from the in-group and toward
other ethnic groups as a result of taking ethnic-related curricula. Consistent
with this expectation, we found that White students reduced the ratio of
in-group to out-group friends more (b = -0.65, p = .02), as they took more
courses with ethnic studies content. The interaction of White versus other
was significant, F(1, 1001) = 5.33, p = .02. White students also showed mar-
ginally lower symbolic racism as they had more Black professors, a finding
not true for the sample as a whole, as shown in Table 3 (b = -1.26, p = .06).
The interaction of White versus other was not significant. White students
show no movement toward the in-group on any dependent variable.
Effects of Ethnic-Related Curricula for Asian American Students
As discussed earlier, the data provided by the Asian American students
are interesting, in that Asian Americans are an ethnic minority group in
society at large, but an ethnic majority group on campus, and with high
status in the academic domain in particular. Examining the changes in inter-
group attitudes for Asian American students as a result of ethnic-related
curricula, we found that the responses of Asian American students were
mixed, showing both movement toward other ethnic groups, as well as more
in-group-oriented responses to courses with ethnic studies content and to
Black professors.
Specifically, Asian American students showed decreases in their symbolic
racism (b = -1.12, p = .002), and lowered their perceptions of legitimacy
(b = -1.05, p = .04) and permeability (b = -1.02, p = .05) as they had more
courses with ethnic studies content. However, they also showed more
in-group-oriented responses, as indicated by increased interest in collective
rather than individual action as they took more courses with ethnic studies
content (b = 1.17, p = .02), and increased ethnic identification as they had
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more Black professors (b = 2.36, p = .02). The contrast between Asian Ameri-
can students and other students was significant for perceptions of legitimacy.
The interaction of Asian versus other was significant, F(1, 796) = 3.92,
p = .048.9
Effects of Ethnic-Related Curricula for Latino and
African American Students
As expected, Latino and Black students showed more of an in-group-
oriented response to ethnic-related curricula. Specifically, Latino students
had more in-group relative to out-group friends as they took more courses
with ethnic studies content (b = 1.01, p = .004). The interaction of Latino
versus others was not significant. Also, as they had more Latino professors,
Latino students had more in-group relative to out-group friends (b = 0.51,
p = .05), became more in-group biased (b = 0.96, p = .009), and became more
interested in collective rather than individual action (b = 1.80, p = .04) rela-
tive to the attitudes with which they entered university. The contrast between
Latino and other students was significant in each of these cases: interaction of
Latino versus others, F(1, 1001) = 14.43, p < .001; F(1, 810) = 7.29, p = .007;
and F(1, 940) = 5.91, p = .02.
Black students also showed the expected mixed response. Results on the
structural variables show that ethnic studies courses appear to convince
Black students that some movement toward equality is possible in American
society. Specifically, the results show that Black students actually increased
their perceptions of the permeability of the social hierarchy in response to
courses with ethnic studies content: first through third years, b = 5.24, p = .06;
interaction of Black versus others, F(1, 945) = 6.23, p = .01; and second
through third years, b = 2.55, p = .10 (N = 60), interaction of Black versus
others, F(1, 1136) = 35.53, p < .001.
Also, taking more courses with ethnic studies content led Black students
to become less interested in collective as opposed to individual action, and
less ethnically identified, with these effects reaching significance when the
analyses were conducted on the larger second- to third-year sample: second
through third year, b = -4.32, p = .004 (N = 59), interaction of Black versus
others, F(1, 1128) = 6.52, p = .01; and b = -1.94, p = .04 (N = 60), interaction
of Black versus others, F(1, 958) = 4.34, p = .04. Such an improvement in
their perceptions of the social hierarchy may occur as Black students started
9In additional analyses, we also explored whether Asian American students would show
specific reactions to Asian American professors and found two significant effects: Asian Ameri-
can students showed more in-group bias and higher perceptions of legitimacy, relative to the
attitudes that they had upon entering college because they had more Asian American professors.
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with considerably lower permeability perceptions (M = 4.55, SD = 1.67) and
legitimacy perceptions (M = 1.59, SD = 1.04) of the social hierarchy than
each of the other ethnic groups: permeability, White, M = 5.25, SD = 1.43;
Asian, M = 5.11, SD = 1.45; Latino, M = 4.88, SD = 1.65; F(3, 1237) = 4.84,
p = .002; and legitimacy, White, M = 2.25, SD = 1.44; Asian, M = 2.42,
SD = 1.44; Latino, M = 2.08, SD = 1.39; F(3, 1681) = 8.52, p < .001. Interest-
ingly, the classes with ethnic studies content may actually have convinced
Black students that some movement toward equality is possible in American
society (see also Stangor, Sechrist, & Jost, 2001a, 2001b).
Black students’ responses to having Black professors were more in-group-
oriented, however. These slopes reached significance when the analyses were
run on the larger Black second- to third-year sample. Thus, Black students
who had more Black professors showed substantial heightened ethnic iden-
tification (second through third year, b = 1.30, p = .02, N = 60) and increased
their interest in collective rather than individual action (b = 2.27, p = .02,
N = 59). The interactions of Black versus others were not significant.
The results show that Black and Latino students who had a cross-group
professor (i.e., Black professors for Latinos, Latino professors for Blacks)
showed some increased positive intergroup attitudes, with the slopes for
Black students reaching significance when examined for the larger second-
to third-year sample. Specifically, Latino students tended to show lower
in-group bias (b = -1.90, p = .08) and had fewer in-group relative to out-
group friends (b = -2.20, p = .004) as they had more Black professors. The
interaction of Latino versus others was significant for in-group/out-group
friends, F(1, 1001) = 5.61, p = .02.
Also, Latino students’ perceptions of permeability were increased by
having Black professors (b = 4.55, p = .04). The interaction of Latino versus
others was significant, F(1, 945) = 4.71, p = .03. Similarly, Black students had
fewer in-group relative to out-group friends, as they had more Latino pro-
fessors with this effect reaching marginal significance when the analysis was
conducted on the larger second- to third-year sample (second through third
year, b = -2.00, p = .05, N = 59). The interaction of Black versus others was
significant, F(1, 955) = 2.95, p = .09. However, moving more toward the
in-group, Black students increased their interest in collective rather than
individual action as they had more Latino professors (second through third
year, b = 4.22, p = .04, N = 59). The interaction of Black versus others was
not significant. Here, too, then, an in-group-oriented response is visible.10
10Note that we also explored whether intergroup contact was the mediator through which
ethnic studies courses and Latino and Black professors had their effects on intergroup attitudes,
by examining friendships as a mediator between curriculum and the other dependent variables.
However, we did not find that the ratio of in-group to out-group friends mediated any of the
effects of courses with ethnic studies content and Black and Latino professors on the intergroup
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In summary, then, in contrast to White students, African American and
Latino students showed both increases in intergroup tolerance as well as a
more in-group-oriented response. Asian American students fell in between
White students on the one hand and Black and Latino students on the other.
Discussion
Using a 5-year longitudinal study on a large multicultural campus, we
were able to investigate the long-term effects of courses with ethnic studies
content and courses with Latino or Black professors on students’ intergroup
attitudes. We also examined differences among students of different ethnic
groups in the effects of ethnic-related curricula on these students’ attitudes at
the end of university. We expected that ethnic-related curricula might have
different effects for White majority students than for students of low-status
ethnic minority groups. Specifically, we argued that taking courses with
ethnic studies content may generally move White students toward ethnic
minority students in terms of friendships and attitudes, but would have more
mixed effects among low-status ethnic minority students, with these students
showing a more in-group-oriented response. We also explored the effects for
Asian American students: an ethnic minority group in society at large, but a
majority group on campus, with high status in the academic domain. We
expected the effects for Asian Americans to fall in between those of White
students and those of Black and Latino students.
We first examined the degree to which students from different ethnic
groups differed in their tendency to take ethnic studies courses and to have
Black and Latino instructors. We found that Latino students were most
likely to take courses with ethnic studies content, while Asian American
students were least likely to take such courses. Black and White students fell
in between these groups. We also found that the tendency to take ethnic-
related curricula was predicted by pre-existing ethnic and racial attitudes.
Students who already had more positive intergroup attitudes on entering
university were more likely to take courses with ethnic studies content and
courses with Latino or Black professors. This extends existing work showing
that students make choices to engage in diversity activities on the basis of
their pre-existing attitudes and contact experiences (Milem & Umbach, 2003;
Milem, Umbach, & Liang, 2004; Smart, Feldman, & Ethington, 2000).
Beyond the effects of pre-existing attitudes, however, we found that
ethnic-related curricula significantly affected the intergroup attitudes of
attitudes. Increases in the ratio of in-group to out-group friends, therefore, are not the vehicle
through which ethnic-related curricula have their effects on intergroup attitudes.
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students. We made it very difficult on ourselves to find any effects, controll-
ing not only for students’ own attitudes prior to college entry, but also other
curricular variables (i.e., number of female professors, number of Asian
American professors, and students’ majors) and gender. Also, we examined
the effects of these student experiences over a long period of time, examining
the effects of courses with ethnic studies content and the effects of courses
with Black or Latino professors over the first through third year on fourth-
year intergroup attitudes.
When we examined students as a whole, without differentiating by ethnic
group, we found that students taking more classes with ethnic studies content
developed lower symbolic racism and marginally lower SDO, and perceived
the status differences between ethnic groups as less permeable. Taking more
courses with ethnic studies content was associated with higher ethnic identi-
fication and marginally more interest in collective rather than individual
action. Taking more courses with Black professors was significantly associ-
ated with more interest in collective rather than individual action.
We argued, though, that these effects would be moderated by students’
ethnicity. Specifically, we suggested that for White students, the effects of
courses with ethnic studies content and of having Latino and Black profes-
sors would be to reduce White students’ overall levels of ethnic prejudice and
intolerance (e.g., symbolic racism, SDO), and also to move White students to
feel greater closeness with ethnic minorities. Thus, ethnic-related curricula
were expected to increase identification with minority groups and to lower
identification with the majority White group. Ethnic-related curricula were
expected to increase a sense of common purpose and identification with a
superordinate group among White students.
In contrast, we expected low-status minority students to show more mixed
effects on attitudes. While we expected that ethnic studies classes would be
likely to reduce students’ overall levels of ethnic prejudice and intolerance
(e.g., symbolic racism, SDO), we also expected these curricular experiences to
orient minority students toward their own in-groups, both as a source of
comfort and as a vehicle for collective action. We expected the effects for
Asian American students to fall in between White students on one hand and
Black and Latino students on the other.
The results of the present study generally support these expectations. Our
results were also generally consistent with the findings of three of the four
existing studies (Gurin et al., 2004; Lopez, 2004; Pascarella et al., 1996) on
the effects of ethnic-related curricula that have looked at separate ethnic
groups. However, in none of these previous cases did the authors expect to
find such differences, to have theoretical reasons to expect these differences,
or to interpret the differences as such (Gurin et al., 2004; Lopez, 2004;
Pascarella et al., 1996).
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Specifically, we found that White students tended to move toward other
ethnic groups as a result of ethnic-related curricula, having a lower number of
in-group relative to out-group friends as they took more courses with ethnic
studies content and marginally lower symbolic racism as they had more Black
professors. As expected, Latino and Black students showed a more mixed
response. Latino students had more in-group relative to out-group friends as
they took more courses with ethnic studies content; and showed more
in-group bias, had more in-group relative to out-group friends, and had more
interest in collective rather than individual action as they had more Latino
professors.
Black students showed similar responses to professors of their own
ethnic group, increasing their ethnic identification and increasing their
interest in collective rather than individual action as they had more Black
professors, with these results reaching significance when examined for the
larger second- to third-year sample. Cross-group professors—that is, Black
professors for Latinos, and, to some degree, Latino professors for Blacks—
had some positive effects on intergroup attitudes for Black and Latino stu-
dents. As they had more Black professors, Latino students had fewer
in-group to out-group friends, perceived the social hierarchy to be more
permeable, and exhibited marginally lower in-group bias. Similarly, Black
students had fewer in-group relative to out-group friends as they had more
Latino professors, with these results reaching significance when examined
for the larger second- to third-year sample. However, moving more toward
the in-group, African American students increased their interest in collec-
tive rather than individual action as they had more Latino professors, with
these results reaching significance when examined for the larger second- to
third-year sample.
As expected, Asian American students fell in between White students on
the one hand and Black and Latino students on the other, showing very
positive changes in intergroup attitudes as a result of courses with ethnic
studies content, but also showing more in-group-focused effects. Specifically,
Asian American students decreased their symbolic racism and their percep-
tions that the social structure is permeable and legitimate, but also increased
their interest in collective action on behalf of their ethnic group as a result of
classes with ethnic studies content. They also increased their ethnic identifi-
cation as a result of having African American professors. As found in pre-
vious research, then, Asian Americans—who have been found to have more
negative intergroup attitudes (Van Laar et al., 2005)—may also be affected
by ethnic-related curricula.
Those in favor of these curricula should be heartened by the finding that
courses with ethnic studies content tend to reduce ethnic prejudice and intol-
erance among White and Asian American students. Also heartening is that
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these effects were found over a nearly 5-year period, controlling for other
curricular variables as well as for pre-existing differences among students in
their intergroup attitudes. The results also show no signs of reactance or
resistance against these ethnic-related curricula. The more positive attitudes
that these students developed toward out-groups are likely to be carried from
the university campus into the world of work and beyond, having the poten-
tial to significantly improve intergroup relations in a wider context.
As change in the attitudes of people within high-status groups is an
essential part in any change in the position of the ethnic groups in society,
these changes among White students are particularly important. Work on
relative advantage suggests that support for equality on the part of high-
status groups will be greatest when they see their group’s advantages as both
illegitimate and unstable (Leach, Snider, & Iyer, 2002). When members of the
high-status group further accompany these beliefs with beliefs that they
themselves have control over the means to change relative group status,
action to correct social inequality is most likely to occur. The results of
this study show that ethnic-related curricula have exactly these effects on
White students. Research by Wolsko and colleagues (Wolsko, Park, Judd, &
Wittenbrink, 2000) suggests that such multicultural messages may be effec-
tive as they increase positive regard for out-groups (the inclusion of the
out-group in the in-group) at the same time that they allow for an increasing
appreciation for intergroup differences.
The movement toward the in-group found among low-status minority
students can also be interpreted as essential for change in the status quo.
While those who are concerned that ethnic-related curricula may further
exacerbate intergroup tension could find support in these results for their
fears of the increased in-group-oriented responses among minority students
(especially Latino and Black students), we argue that both history and social
science evidence has shown that collective rather than individual action is an
important vehicle for change in the status of disadvantaged groups (Boen &
Vanbeselaere, 1998; Burstein, 1989; Swanson, 1992; Taylor & McKirnan,
1984; Wright, 2001; Wright et al., 1990). The increased in-group orientation
and interest in collective action found among Latino and Black students in
response to ethnic-related curricula could be seen as such a vehicle for social
change. Moreover, there is no evidence that this increased in-group orienta-
tion among ethnic minorities comes at the expense of greater intergroup
prejudice or intolerance (i.e., SDO, symbolic racism). In fact, the results show
that Black students perceive the social hierarchy as more permeable when
they take more classes with ethnic studies content.
As Black students initially consider the status structure as most imperme-
able relative to other students, classes with ethnic studies content may then
actually convince Black students that movement toward more equality is
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possible in American society. Similarly, Latino students perceived the social
structure to be more permeable as they had more Black professors. Such
increased expectations and optimism among members of stigmatized groups
may increase efforts to address barriers and improve the status of the group,
ultimately leading to lowered levels of alienation among members of minority
groups (see achievement motivation and efficacy theories; e.g., Atkinson,
1964; Bandura, 1997; Weiner, 1985).
It is important to contrast the effects of ethnic-related curricula with other
findings for the same sample on the effects of ethnic organizations and
fraternities and sororities on intergroup attitudes. In other data from this
same large study (Sidanius, Van Laar, Levin, & Sinclair, 2004), we found that
membership in ethnic organizations also moved Latino and Black students
toward other members of their ethnic groups, increasing their ethnic identi-
fication and the desire to be politically active on behalf of their ethnic groups.
These effects mirror the current findings for ethnic-related curricula among
Latino and Black students. However, the effects of ethnic organizations
found by Sidanius et al. and the results for ethnic-related curricula found
here show important differences for White students.
Specifically, Sidanius et al. (2004) found that White students were signifi-
cantly overrepresented in fraternities and sororities. They also showed that
for White students, sororities and fraternities are “ethnic clubs” that move
White students toward the in-group. Not only was the decision to join a
fraternity or sorority related to various pre-university indexes of ethnic iden-
tity and intergroup bias among White students, but membership in these
organizations also had broad effects on the ethnic and racial attitudes
of White students. Membership in Greek organizations increased White
students’ opposition to an ethnically diverse campus, their intergroup bias
vis-à-vis “ethnic others,” their belief that ethnic organizations promote sepa-
ratism, their opposition to interracial marriage and dating, their symbolic
racism, and their sense of ethnic victimization. In fact, among Whites, mem-
bership in fraternities and sororities produced more ethnocentric, conflict-
inducing, and exclusionary effects than membership in ethnic student
organizations produced among ethnic minority students. Thus, the results of
both the current and previous studies suggest that efforts to increase inter-
group harmony would benefit not only from an examination of the effects of
ethnic-related curricula and ethnic organizations on in-group formation
among ethnic minority students, but also from focusing on how White stu-
dents are affected, examining the important positive effects of diversity pro-
grams on White students as well as the negative effects of ethnic in-group
clubs on out-group distancing among White students. It will also be impor-
tant to conduct research on those with the most negative attitudes to see if
required diversity curricula have similar (or even more) positive effects
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among these individuals as well, or whether they show signs of some
resistance.
A remaining question, of course, is what mechanism is responsible for the
effects of ethnic-related curricula on intergroup attitudes. Three mechanisms
can be distinguished. First, changes in intergroup attitudes could occur as a
result of the actual information imparted in these classes (Wasburn, 1970).
Hearing the perspective of minority group members and learning about
discrimination in society could (further) convince students of the reality of
societal discrimination and the impact of past historical injustices on current
group inequalities. The effects of ethnic-related curricula could also be medi-
ated by the effects of interethnic contact (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew, 1998;
Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Actual contact in class or virtual contact through
course materials with members of ethnic out-groups should increase learning
about other groups, increase affective ties between groups, change people’s
perceptions of their own ethnic groups, and encourage new behaviors that
then, in turn, lead to changed attitudes (Pettigrew, 1998; Pettigrew & Tropp,
2000).
While we did find that curriculum affected the ratio of in-group to out-
group friends in a number of cases, mediational tests showed that changes in
friendships did not explain the effects of curriculum on intergroup attitudes.
Of course, this does not rule out the possibility that contact other than
friendships was responsible for the effects. Lastly, some of the effects might
be normative in that students alter their attitudes to conform to the values
and expectations of the instructor or of the other students in the class (Eagly
& Chaiken, 1993; Feldman & Newcomb, 1969; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991).
There is evidence from existing work that changes in attitudes as a result of
diversity workshops may be mediated through increased motivation to
counter one’s own biases (Rudman et al., 2001). Whether this represents true
internalized attitude change or simply better monitoring and disguising of
true attitudes and values, of course, remains uncertain (Jackman, 1978, 1994;
Jackman & Muha, 1984; Wellman, 1977).
Although we cannot distinguish among these various processes in the
current study, the changes in intergroup attitudes shown among students
exposed to ethnic-related curricula lasted to the end of college, suggesting
that the attitudinal changes continue to be expressed, regardless of whether
they are truly internalized. Either way, to the degree to which behavioral
changes occur—for example, in the ratio of in-group to out-group friends—
even attitude change that initially only reflects conformity may eventually
result in true reduction in prejudice through cognitive dissonance (Festinger,
1957) or self-perception effects (Bem, 1972). Our data do not support one of
these alternative processes over the others; this would be an important direc-
tion for future research.
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